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Th1s exper1ment 1nvest1gated the effects of strategy se]f-verba]mzat1on dur1ngﬂ

'11sten1ng comprehens1on 1nstruct1on on ch11dren s sk111s and se]f-eff1cacy

Ve

Language-def1c1ent ch11dren’1n grades 2 to 4 receLved d1dact1c 1nstruct1on 1n.nf@f N

¢

711sten1ng comprehens10n Half of the ch11dren 1n each grade verba11zed
, exp11c1t 11sten1ng comprehens1on strateg1es pr1or to app1y1ng 'them 'to .55?;
ﬂquest1ons. Resu]ts showed that strategy se1f-verba11zat1on 1ed to a h1gher,;yf-:vJ

1eve1 of se1f-eff1cacy across grades Strategy verba11zat1on promoted per-}fﬁ*f'f’

formance among th1rd and fourth graders but’ d1d not benef1t second graders.fJ%gf””'

f .
‘Results suggest exp10r1ng further the effects of strategy Verba11zat1on, as;'}.}
% - . o
wel] as covert fading procedures w1th young ch11dren. a
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Leos T T T Strategy Verbalization

' Strategy Verba11zation Effects on
SeTf—Efficacy and Liétening Comprehension

" ) i , r-/, 5

s

Much research 1nvest1gat1ng the effects?of overt seTf-verba11zat1on on
2

ch11dren“s task performance shows that performance 1s fac111tated when
ch11dren verba11ze strateg1es to be foTToWed other types of performance a1ds;
or mater1a1 to be recaTTed (Asarnow & Me1chenbaum, 1979 Coates & Hartup,f
11969; Jackson & CaThoun 1982 Keeney,‘Cann1220 & FTaveTT 1962 Me1chehbaum
& Goodman, 1971 Schunk ,1982b TayTor Josberger & Wh1te1y, 1973 Wh1te1y &
3TayTor,.1973) ConverSeTy, no benef1ts of overt verba11zat1on aTso have been
obta1ned (Coates & Hartup, 1969 ,Denney, 1975 Denney & Turner 1979)
Draw1ng a: concTus1on 1s somewhat probTemat1c because these stud1es
d1ffered in many 1mportant ways age and type of subJects, type of verba11-
zat1on, exper1menta1 tasks, tra1n1ng procedures - One . suggest1on 1s that
seTf-verba11zat10n may. be most benef1ca1 for ch11dren who typ1ca11y perform 1n;
a def1c1ent manner (Denney & Turner 1979)  For exampTe Keeney et aT (1967)»
presented a ser1a1 recaTT task to 6-'and 7-year-on ch11dren and 1dent1f1ed
those who fa11ed to rehearse pr1or to recaTT After these ch11dren were’
jtramed‘"to rehearse overtﬁy,_the1r recall equaTed that of the spontaneous.r;
rehearsers Me1chenbaum and Goodman (1971) worked W1th 1mpuls1ve ch11dren on -

‘the Match1ng Fam111ar F1gures test (Kagan, 1966) Some ch11dren rece1ved fa
' L
cogn1t1ve mode11ng of performance strateg1es whereas others were adm1n1stered

1cogn1t1ve mode11ng pTus seTf-verba11zat1on ' The add1t1on of seTf-verba11za-ﬂ

g

t1on decreased errors and 1ncreased response TatenC1es Asarnow and

’Me1chenbaum (1979) 1dent}f1ed k1ndergartners who d1d not rehearse spontan-!

/

_eousTy on a. ser1a1 recal#gtask - Some ch11dren rece1ved rehearsaT tra}n1ng'&

(S

similar to that of Keeney et aT (1967), whereas others rece1ved self-

I I S TSR S RN FEL R G




~ .. . -Strategy Verbalization '
R ”.3. , S

'1

Ll | b ' | -
1nstructjon 1 tra1n1ng that compr1sed cogn1t1ve mode11ng and se]f-

\ R
verba]izatio v Although both treatments ‘promoted posttest reca]h,,the

[

5se1f-1nstruct1ona1 tra1n1ng 1ed to greater benef1ts on .a fo]]ow-up test ‘A.~

'ser1es of stu jes 1n wh1ch educable menta]]y retarded ch11dren Were ﬁra1ned to _

_generbte e?abo at1ons between word assoc1ate pa1rs showed that verba11zat1on

¢of-e1aborat1on

& Tayl r, 1973 > CQates and Hartup (1969) found. that 4-year ‘01ds ‘who'
A S

verba11zed the ac§1ons of a model -as - they w%rﬁ performedasubsequently

reproduced them etter than did ch11dren who on]y had observed tﬁe mode1

_WOrk1ng w1th pres\hoolers, Jackson and Ca]houn (19829 found»th&t overt se]f—-'

verba11zat1ons of

more than d1d tra1n1ng cons1st1ng %f 1nstruct1ons verba]]y supp11ed by the .

J
exper1menter . Schunk 982b) obta1ned ev1dence w1th Tow ar1thmet1c ach1evers

that se]f constructed ove%t verﬁg;:;at1ons dur1ng prob]em so]v1ng enhanced 1

performance morefthan not verba11z1ng ' “
These subJects ord1nar11y may not emp]oy suggested performance strateg1es

o L

or rehearse mater1a1 pr1or to. reca]] ' For examp]e” many young ch11dren

spontaneous]y may not produce verﬁ%] med1ators that wou1d regulate the1r

performance whereas most o]der ch11dren

= B

Impu]s1ve ch11dren may not attend PY

PN §

_ (F]ave]] Beach & Ch1nsky, 1966)

lerly to or rehearse mater1a1 to be

p 2
performances of 1ow ach1evers a]so may be due in part to these factors

M

Retarded ch11dren possess cogn1t1ve def1c1encﬁes that 1nterfere w1th the1r
task-re]evant behav1ors For these types of ch11dréh overt se]f—verba11za-
't1on‘9f/performance strateg1es or other task mater1a1 may he]p to reduce )

& . )
deficiencies. L -

L a . L
A A o o o

1}

fac111tated reca11 of assoc1ates (Tay]or et a] 1973 Wh1te1yi

Tock des1gn strateg1es fac111tated subsequent performance |

1earned or emp]oy suggested performance/étrateg1es The typ1ca11y poor QF'

B
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jkears, strategy mode11ng p1us se1f-verba11zat1on y1e1ded no benef1ts on

”du 1on compared w1th pass1ve observat1on _‘. ' v'

'se]f?reheavsal of 1nformat1oh to be remembered,has been found to fac111tate

3ubsequent‘berformance (Agé?%%h & Me1chenbaum, 1979 Coates & Hartup,L1969

D e T --‘;’}Stra‘t_elgy Verbalization -
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Se1f~verba11zat1on ‘may not fac111tate performance when ch11dren

'adequately can hand]e the cogn1t1ve demands of the task Because se1f- f,~

a" o L !,
verba11Zat1on consb1tutes an add1t1ona1 task, 1t -even m1ght h1nder performance«g

o avq.

1f 1t d1stracted ch11dren from the task at hand Denney (1975) mode1ed

performance strateg1es for 6-’ 8f, and 10-year-o]d norma] ch1ldren‘§§%3 20-

% .
questions task 01der chﬂldYen who verba11zed strateg1es wh11e they performed

scored no better than ch11dren who d1d ‘not . verba11ze,.and verba]1za§1on

/

1nterfered w1th the performance of 6-year§01ds The verba11zat10ns,uwh1ch

‘cons1sted of spec1f1c strateg1es, apparent]y proved too d1stract1ng for,tﬁb

o"t'm

youngest ch11dren In another study with norma] ch11dren ragg{ng from 3 to 10

i 10‘
Y

‘d1fferent cogn1t1ve tasks compared w1thostrategy mode11ng a]one (Denney &

'Turner 1979) Coates and Hartup (1969) also. 1nc1uded 7-year o]ds and found

g

that verba11zat1on of ‘the mode] s act1ons did not 1mprove subsequent repro-'gﬁ

The present&study 1nvest1gated the effects of’ overt se1f-verba11zat1on of

P

_1wstbnong~comprehens1on strateg1es by 1anguage-def1cfent ch11dren 1n grades 2

Y

: : Y Y
Vto 4. 0vert se}f-verba11zat1on was expected to facr]1tatésch11dren S sk111s

R

fmore than not verba11z1ng strateg1es It seemed 11ke1y that the Tow - language

L : e S

- . . - . -

0 -

S T )
ach1evement of the present samp]e stemmed 1n part Irz? factors such as

~1nadequate attént1on dur1 g 1nstruct1on and faﬂurec

0 generate verba]
ad pe *

’medlators tﬁat wou]d he]p gu1de language performance Hav1ng tb verba11ze f;

o e . “

fexp11C1t strateg1es forces ch11dren to attend to them and 1s/a form of 5e1f--

—

s W,

rehearsa] wh1ch shou]d promote strategy encodfng and subsequeht ava11ab111ty‘

“when ch11dren engage in, comprehens1on act1v1t1es (Benney, 1975) vert

~

]

‘Jack§3n & Ca]houn 1982 Keeney ‘et al. 1967) ',4;yf] :’5?[%2. ;f ‘;"‘A'
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’3'»'rv; : f‘;‘f f.ifr:‘; ’.,fsifatégy gerbaniationf' '1h
- No- hypothes1s was advanced on whether strategy se]f-verba11zat1on wou]d
prove/d1fferent1a11y effect1ve among the three gradeilevels Such a;.;':

. .
d1fference wou1d depend upon whether se1f-verba11zat1on proved d1stract1ng,

I

.such as among the youngest szJectsk There was ‘no pr1or ev1dence on the'ff
present tyﬁe of subJects and. ex“ r1menta1 task j'}— |
Th1s study a]so exp] red t e effects of overt se]f-verba11zat1on on

o

_ch11dren S perce1ved se f-eff1cacy er Bandura s theory of se]f-eff1ca_y states B

that d1fferent treatments change behav1or in part through the common mechan1sm '
of creat1ng and strengthen1ng perce1ved se]f-eff1cacy (Bandura, 1977 1981;
1982b) Se]f-effmcacy refers to persona] Judgments of one S, capab111ty to 1.f
Organ1ze 3nd‘1mp1ement behav1ors in spec1f1c s1tuatJons that may conta1nt *
-hovel unpred1ctab1e, or po%s1b1y stressful e]ements Se]f—eff1cacy can ';h
affect cho1ce of act1v1t1e§m effort,expend1ture, and pers1stence in the fac@ ¢

of d1ff1cu1t1es Eff1cacy 1nformat1on is conveyed through actuaT”\

performances, soc1a11y comparat1ve vicar1ous means, verba] persuas%on, and

. v B
™. v : P [

'physw]og1ca]@1nd1ces S o. o e . D

- - - +
», & . '

Se]f-verba11zat1on of T‘sten1ng comprehens1on strateg1es was expected to
_promote se]f{gff1cacy more than not verba11z1ng strateg1es In the present '

b

study,: children 1n1t1a11y observed a teacher verba11ze tomprehens1on
%strateg1es, after§wh1ch theyLapp11ed these strateg1es to quest1ons Te111ng"
;ch11drea to‘verba11ze the " same- strateg1es represents a c]ose match to the )/fp
'mode]ed behav1or and 1mp11c1tﬁy conveys that they can succeed 1f they do so. .~
'Such a close match should create a sense of persona] contro] wh1ch 1s
l;hypothes1zed to promote se1f-eff1cacy (Bandura 1982a) Th1s 1n1t1a1 sense of -
'eff1cacy 1s validated as ch11dren app]y strateg1es and/exper1ence success. ,:f
i Schunk (1982b) compared d1fferent forms of se]f-verba11zat1on, the for that
»represented the” closest match to that ut111zed by the mode] yae]ded the

. “..‘

\)‘ ‘~ S o '-' ) ' "T. . -.“ ‘. "' ‘ '.'8 - . b': r

oy



T .

R y Strategy Verbai ization

B"“J BT "f” N o o 6 ,7", .1;3-'

o . : e . o
greatest 1ncreases 1n se]f-eff1cacy No hypothes1s was advanced ‘on . whetheru

J'

i se]f-verba11zat1on wou]d promote se1f-eff1cacy equa11y wel])across grades

'because there was no theoret1ca1 or research eV]dence on this po1nt

. . < v
N F S

'\ . o _ . Methoﬁ

'Sub]ect - S S
gt SRR

The subJects were 42 ch11dren 1n grades 2 to 4 (ns 14) drawn from seven

s

schoo]s w1th1n one schoo] d1str1ct g An equa1 number of boys and g1r1s were

1nc1uded Ch11dr?n,had been p]aced/1n remed1a1 c]asses by the school d1str1ct

"~
]

based on standard1zed read1ng ach1evement test scores in. the lowest 25% of the
7-d1str1ct populat1on A]though d1fferent soc1oeconom1c backgrounds were. re-f

PR

presented ch11dren predom1nant1y were lower-m1dd1e class ]
Pretest | | o | |
Ch11dren were adm1n1stened the pretest in. sma]] groups of 3 4 by the1r-
remed1a1 teachers all of whom were women _ Ch11dren sat around a 1arge tab]e'
" such that they cou]d not observe other ch11dren 'S work In1t1a11y, teachers
.told ch11dren that a]though th1s work wou]d not count toward the1r grade they
shou]d mark the1r answers pr1vate1y and not commun1cate w1th others" “

\ o Se]f-eff1ca4y‘1udgments Ch11dren s perce1ved se1f-eff1cacy for success-

‘fu]]y answer1ng 11sten1ng comprehens1on quest1ons was measured fol]owang
-

procedures deve]oped ear11er (Bandura & Schunk 1981 Schunk“ 1981 “““ 198237“;' ‘

)

13 : \

The eff1cacy scale ranged from 10 to 100 in 10~un1t intervals from h1gh uncer:,,
ta1nty (10), through 1ntermed1ate va]ues (50-60), to%ﬁomplete cert1tude (100)
In1t1a11y, ch11dren were g;ven pract1ce with the eff1cacy assessment by

Judg1ng the1r certa1nty of being able to Jump progres51ve1y 1onger d1stances

1rang1ng from a few 1nches to several yards ~In th1s concrete fash1on,i

ch11dren 1earned how to use the numer1ca1‘sca1e va1ues to convey the strength

of\the1r perce1ved eff1cacy _ ‘ : _a;: R ’\ o o

. g
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Fo]]ow1ng th1s pract1ce ch1]dren were shown a page of 11sten1ng cdmpre- '
hens1on quest1ons adapted from the SRA.Ach1evement Ser1es (Nas]und‘ Thorpe &
Lefever 1978) Th1s page cons1sted of severa] rows of p1ctor1a1 st1mu11, each
row 1nc1uded four p1ctures The teacher stated, "Somet1mes we work oh papers
that 1ook like th1s where I read a“story that asks a quest1on and then you
have - to p1ck the r1ght p1cture - How sure are you that you can get the r1ght
answers to quest1ons ]1ke these’" Ch1]dren were adv1sed to be honest and to
c1rc]e the number that matched how they rea]]y fe]t |
L1sten1ng comprehens1on sk111 test , Immed1ate]y fo]]ow1ng the eff1cacy f’;

/
assessment, ch11dren were adm1n1stered the sk111 test wh1ch cons1sted of 18

1tems drawn from the SRA Ach1evement Ser1es (Nas]und et a] 1978) Therf k 5

second graders rece1ved Leve] B whereas the th1rd and fourth graders rece1ved

Ta

Leye] C. For each 1tem teachers read a short passage a]oud wh11e children. *
\

11stened Teachers then read the quest1on -and - 1nstrhcted ch11dren to mark :

mange feedback was. g1ven The measure of skill was the number of quest1ons

- .

the;r answers Ch1]dren were a]]owed about 15 secs pep answer. No perfor~-
that ch11dren -answered correct]y '

Tra1n1ng Procedure : e o S

¥

Fo]]oW1ng pretest1ng, ch1]dren ‘were ass1gned 4andom]y w1th1n grade and
schoo] to one of two exper1menta1 cond1t1ons strategy se]f-verba]1zat1on or
'no strategy verbaT1zat1on A]] ch11dren part1c1pated in the tra1n1ng program
for two, 30- m1nute sess1ons per week over. four consecut1ve weeks Dur1ng the
iother c]ass per1ods each week, ch1]dren ‘worked with the1r teachers on other
'top1cs, such as vocabulary and read1ng comprehehs1on Mater1a]s_used dur1ng g"
the tra1n3ng sess1ons were standard1zed across . teachers |

-

-Strategy se]f—verba]1zat1on. Ch1]dren met w1th the1r teachers in sma1]

Jgroups (§-4 students) and were g1ven pages conta1n1ng rows of p1ctor1a§

sf1mu11, each row 1nc]uded 3- 5 p1ctures The. teacher d1rected children' s'\

: /
S

we T s 8 L
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Strategy verbalization
| o

t

'attention toitHe appropriate row and read a story; for- examp]e, "Father to]d

the fam11y, 'When you use the toothpas\e squeeze the tube ‘at the bottom"'l

X
The teacher then verba11zed a]oud the fo]]ow1ng strateg1es and 1nstructed

L

ch11dren to repeat aloud each strate/y after she f1n1shed sayﬁng 1t

(1) what is it I hangto do? (2) I must find the correct p1cture (3).
/ , How wfl] I do it? )

I']] look at each p1cture carefu]]y to see 1f 1t

matches the story I heard (5) When I’ f1nd the aquer I 11 mark 1t

Thus " the teacher verba11zdd strategy (1) and prompted ch11dren to say 1t -
aloud Once they f1n1shed, she verba]1zed strategy (2), and so on. After "

ch11dren verba11zed strategy (5) the/teacher d1rected the1r attent1on to the B

first p1cture in the row’ and asked if that were . the correct dhe » Th1s

l
d1dact1c sequence was cont1nued unt11 the correct p1cture was reached, at "'

~

which p01nt?these procedures were app11ed to a new story. Severa] stor1es

were completed duri gveach sesS1on Teachers 1nsured that a11 ch11dren 5.

verba11zed the strateg1es and answered the quest1ons by prompt1ng as needed

If ch11dren seemed confused teachers reread the story but d1d not $upp1y the ¥

-

anSWer e - o . ERREEE TR

No strategy se]f-verba11zat1on *The tra1n1ng procedures for ch11dren

ass1gned to this cond1t1on ‘were 1dent1ca1 to those of the strategy seTf‘
/"\ .
verba11zat1on cond1t1on except that ch11dren d1d not repeat strateg1es 1*5‘

after the teacher verba11zed them Instead the teacﬂer verba11zed the"

strateg1es and- then proceeded W1th the d1dact1c sequence,_dur1ng wh1ch

“~

ch11dren answered the. quest1ons a]oud o R

-~

. The tra1n1ng procedures for both cond1t1ons were scrlpted to 1nsure Qhat f

v

they were 1mp1emented 1n standard12ed fash]on across ‘teachers. Observatlogg

-

of teachers on selected occas1ons revea]ed that except for some sma]] idio~"

syncrat1c d1fferences in s%yle teachers fo]]owed the sé/gpts

I PR

\-,9(5\_.'.‘ TN

r

R
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Posttest ) ,‘.-% '

L e T L : | a'_ f,f strategy.verpaiization

g

A posttest was administered at the end of the fourth week of traihing
o

;It consisted ofzan eff}eacy assesSment,Simajar to the pretest, and a

parallel form of'the Tistening comprehension portion of»the SRA

Ed . . . ) ;
Achievement Series, Children were not allowed to verbalize.

Fo]]ow.upgTraining

‘v

The training sessions. were continued for an additionai four weeks with

N

two, BQfminute sessions per-week to determine the effects of additionai

training. Seif;verbalization chiidren continUed with the same procedures,

rhowever, ‘no- verbaiization children now verbalized strategies and fo]]owed the

o

b
same procedures as strategy-verbalization subJects

r

Fo]]ow-upﬁTest -

* At the end of the eighth week, all children were administered a foilow-up

.

test, Which cgnsifted,of the efficacy assessment and the_SRA listening com~
prehension test.” ®The materials"and'procedures.Were similar to those of the -
pretest Chi]dren were‘not-allowed to‘verbalize A1 tests were scored by an
adu]t who was unfamiliar w1th children S experimental assignments

/

. _ " Results

~ There were no.significant differences due to teacher, school, or sex of

'ch]Td,on any pre-,.post- “or foilow-up test measure, nor were there any

significant interactions The data therefore were pooled for subsequent

<

analyses There also were no significan¢ differences between grade levels or

verbalization conditiops, nor any 51gn1ficant 1nteractions, on any ‘pretest

measure or on the number of questions answered during training Pre-,- post-

~

and’ fo]]ow-up test means and standard dev1ations .are shown by exper1menta1

dcondition in Table 1 w Ana1y51s of covariance procedures were appiied to each )

posttest and foJToerp test measure using the»corresponding pretest measure,as

N o y.
K N .
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the covariate according to a 3 (Gradef»'2nd<3rd-4th) X 2'(StrategyVVerba1*
ization: yes-no)\factorialhdesign. |

The use of ana]ys1s of covar1ance necess1tated demonstrat1on of slope

homogenei ty across exper1menta1 cond1t1ons (Ker11nger & Pedhazur, 1973)
'Tests of. s]ope d1fferences for each»measure were made by compar1ng a 11near |
fmode] that a]]owed separate s]opes for each oﬁ'the exper1menta] cond1t1ons
aga1nst one that had on]y one_ slope parameter for est1mat1ng the changes
across the cond1t1ons For each measure, the 1ncrement 1n the ‘proportion of
'var1ance accounted for by u51ng separate slopes, as- compared with a common o
‘s]ope was sma]], and the assoc1ated F rat1os were nons1gn1f1cant

| Analysis of- covar1ance of the posttest eff1cacy measure y1e1ded a s1gn-
ificant main effect for Strategy Verba11zat1on, F(l 35) 5.12, p < 05
however, the ma1nleffect for Grade and the Grade X Strategy Verba11zat1on in-
teract1on were nons1gn1f1cant Post hoc ana]yses us1ng the Newman-Keuls
multiple compar1son test (K1rk 1968) showed that w1th1n each grade 1eve1
.strategy-verba11zat1on ch11dren Judged themselves s1gn1f1cant]y (p < 05) moge-
eff1cacaous than did ch11dren who d1d not verba]1zb strateg1eS°_ Analysis of .
the fo]]ow-up eff1dacy measure yielded non51gn1f1cant resu]ts o ‘-.

On the posttest measure of 11sten1ng comdrehens1on ANCOVA yfelded a

51gn1f1cant main effect for Strategy Verba11zat1on F(@, 35) ="4.18, p <

as well as a s1gn1f1cant Grade x Strategy Verba];zat1on interaction, F(2, 35)
= 4.07, p < .05, Post-hoc compar1sons showed that fourth-grade strategy-'-%’z

verbalization childsen s1gn1f1cant]y (p < .05) outperformed the fourth graders

-who ~did not verballze strateg1es. _Th1s same result waS‘obta1ned among- the
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th1rd graders (p_< Og),ﬂ
not s1gn1f1cant

Ana]ys1s df the fo]Tow-up 11sten1ng comprehens1on measure
y1e1ded no: s1gn1f1cant resu]ts

D1scuss1on

The present exper1ment c]ar1f1es the ro]e of strategy se]f-verba11zat1on

1n promot1ng cogn1t1ve sk111s and se]f—eff1cacy among ch11dren w1th 1anguage
5 def1c1ené1es

Ch11dren who verba11zed 11sten1ng comprehens1on strateg1es
deve]oped a h1gher 1eve1 of self-

verba11ze strategies

Strategy“verba11zat1on a]so enhanced o]der
v11sten1ng comprehens1on sk111s

ch11dren s o
,:‘graders

but -did not promote performance among second
When the th1rd and fourth graders’who had not verba11zed strateg1es

were g1ven strategy verba11zat1on tra1n1ng, the1r performance m tched that of
-,‘ch11dren who had verba11zed strateg1es prev1ous]y

An exp]anat1on for the benef1ts of strategy verba11zat1on on se]f-
. eff1§acy 1s as/fo'l'lows

Pa1r1ng strategy verba11zat1on w1th successfu]
performance may have created a strong sense of - persona] contro] among

]

ch11dren, wh1ch is. hypothes1zed to promote se]f-eff1cacy (Bandura, 1982a)

These ch11dren observed their teachers verba11ze strateg1es and were
1nstructed to verba11ze strateg1es themse]ves

o,

Such 1nstruct1ons may have
conveyed that 1f ch11dren fo]]owed th1s sequence they wou]d be successfu]

Perhaps the present samp]e of ch11dren g1ven the1r 1anguage def1c1enc1es and

pr1or fa11ures, requ1red a very c]ose match between the1r teachers act1ons
and what they were asked to do to perce1ve that they cou]d atta1n success
‘vThe other treatment

1n wh1ch ch11dren d1d not verba11ze strateg1es, d1d not
prov1de as c]ose a match to the teachers act1ons

In contrast to the f1nd1ngs for se1f-eff1cacy, strategy se]f-verba]-
1zat1on promoted sk111fu1 performance on]y among o]der ch11dren

~

Verba11z1ng}j

however, th1s compar1son among second graders was

eff1cacy compared w1th ch1]dren who d1d not

A
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; strateg1es shou]d he]p ch11dren ‘focus . and mafnta1n the1r attent1on.on the task

'-(Schunk 1982b) Part of “the . reason why the present samp]e possessed 11stén1ng}p
"comprehens1on def1c1enc1es m1ght be because they oé&en pa1d 1nadequate atten-l;ix
:t1on dur1ng 1nstruct1on Focused attent1on on strateg1es shou]d promote the1r j

';encod1ng and retent1on and thereby 1ead to greater subsequent ava11ab111ty |

».‘_-E(Denney, 1975) R I

/

G1ven the . resu]ts for: o]der ch11dren,.1t seems that strategy se]f-/'
4

ﬁfverba11zat1on 1nterfered somewhat w1th the performance of second graders It

'h1s poss1b1e that th1s add1t1ona1 ‘task proved too confus1ng, that 1s hav1ng tof
. ; .
: verba11ze strateg1es may have d1stracted these ch11dren from the task at handv

'wh1ch wou]d have affected strategy encod1ng, retent1on, and ava11ab111ty

_fdur1ng the test1ng s1tuat1ons Denney (1975) a]so found that strategy

s B .
"p?verba11zat1on 1nterfered W1th the performance of young ch11dren

»

It 1s p0551b1e that the second ders wou]d have benef1ted had the

"ifverba11zat1ons been faded to a covert 1eve1 dur1ng tra1n1ng Ch11dren m1ght )
' ..\
. have been confused when they were not a]]owed to verba11ze dur1ng the tests

!

{;7A1though some stud1es have shown that once strateg1es are 1nst111ed overt

verba11zat1on may ‘be d1scont1nued w1th no performance decrement (Me1chenbaum &37‘

Goodman, 1971 Wh1te1y & Tay]or, 1973), ‘other research has demonstrated that

s

- overt-to-covert fad1ng 1s 1ess effect1ve than overt verba11zat1on a]one ~.,j-
(Jackson & Ca]houn, 1982) Future research m1ght exp]ore 1n greater depth the»

effect1veness of fad1ng procedures w1th young ch11dren

- a

It must be re1terated that se]f-verba11zat1on 1s probab]y most effect1ve //

) w1th ch11dren whose typ1ca1 cogn1t1ve performances are somehow def1c1ent /f%
- /-

(Denney & Turner 1979) Such ch11dren may not organ1ze, rehearse or other-"u.

Q

f w1se proper]y attend to strateg1es necessary for successfu] performance _ };

The1r ach1evgment¢may suffer further from se]f-doubts concern1ng the1r'

capab111t1es Ch11dren who typ1ca11y m%n1tor ’the1r performances may grasp
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‘fcogn1t1ve operat1ons more read11y and may not benef1t much from se1f-

s

verba11zat1on (Séhunk 1982b) B vff_-v .f "/ - .*hr "f'f o -'f\‘f
- The present study has teach1ng 1mp11cat1ons Ch11dren whose past B
11sten1ng comprehens1on performances were: def1c1ent showed 1mprovements 1n
’ach1evemen{[outcomes over a short per1od from verba11z1ng comprehens1on
’strategles-i Such strateqy_yerbal}z§t1on, wh1ch was 1ncorporated 1nto
ch11dren s regu]ar d1dact1c 1nstruct1on, canmheﬁlmpTemented eas11y by remed1a1

3 teaohers , At the same t1me, the present study shows that the add1t1on of

‘:strategy verba11zat1on 1ed to no- performance benef1ts among younger cl*

”Future research shou]d 1nvest1gate the effects of - strategy verba11zat1on on
other 1anguage competenc1es and whether these effects vary accord1ng toi_ f

ch11dren s developmental status. R »i gg

x-
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*% Table 1

Means (and Standard De at1ons) by EXPEFlmenta1 Cond1t1on B

‘
'\ ] . , 4

4(;pade2/- GradeB"' Grade4

; w{“‘f” %mWfNHWMyf mmw«Mﬁmm mmw Nwmmyﬁ
Measure - Phase Verba11zatlon Verballzat1on"v.Verbal1zat1on Verba11zat1on Verbal1zatlon Verbal1zat1on E;;

- '-*Prétest - 581(23 1 540(20 3)# '575(20 ) 550(21 8) 533(15 5)"_} “;585(23 y o
Self- . | o 5 sl e
*Posttest w36 B (5.0) 00 1 6) 800(11 8)"5;;,601(12 7)

FoHow up ,84.0'(15.0) 860(23 7)f‘ ‘84.3'_(,2'3.7)' 750(15 4) 813(10 9) ' 750(19 5)
S pret‘estf‘ 693(18 9) /563(15 f) 550(14 7) 588(1495--.& 3. ',;.,7',,'1‘658(14 6) :’f\t;‘ﬁ
Listening - o M B f‘f?.f”3','?f3 (e
: s stest 782(12 9 / 833(21 0 894(7 ) 750(6 7) _-'».'_813(8 6)
fallorp ‘-:72.4(,121.,2) 769(8”4) 840(13.9). 833(5 4) 844(12 7)‘-:?_,]797(14 4)

L ; . . L R . ) C __' . S [ ‘ '.‘\:u‘ S
T T AR T R

.Note N 42 s per grade 14 | f\ | FERE

‘Efflcacy |

COmprehens1on

ABsjeaas

Range of scale: 10 (low) 1w, /"= |
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